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Defendants/Appellees. 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
ROY E. BALDWIN, 
Plaintiff/Appellant, 
V. 
STATE OF UTAH, AND WARDEN, 
Defendants/Appellees. 
Case No. 910078 
Priority No. 3 
STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION 
This Court's jurisdiction is provided by Utah Code Ann. 
section 78-2-2(3)(j) (jurisdiction over appeals which the Court of 
Appeals does not have original jurisdiction). 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES 
1. This appeal is about jurisdiction, not extradition. 
The governor's warrant is not enough to keep me in jail. The case 
has not been proven, and there is no evidence from California except 
the warrant. 
2. The Court below never addressed with particularity the 
issues presented in the writ. 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 
The issues are questions of law, which are reviewed for 
correctness. State v. Ramirez, 159 Utah Adv. Rep. 7, 16 n.3 (Utah 
1991); Stewart v. State, No. 910566-CA, slip op. (Utah Ct. App. 
April 9, 1992). 
STATUTES AND CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS 
The following statutes and constitutional provisions will 
be relied uponf and are contained in the body of the brief or 
Appendix I: 
Fifth Amendment, United States Constitution, 
Fourteenth Amendment, United States Constitution. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
On October 15, 1990, I was picked up by the Salt Lake City 
Police on a warrant from California (NCIC). I was held in jail for 
more than thirty days. My motion to dismiss was denied in 
November. On December 3, 1990, I filed a writ of habeas corpus. 
The writ was assigned Case No. 900907270 and was denied as 
premature. A governor's warrant was delivered to me on December 21, 
1990. On January 16, 1991, I refiled a writ of habeas corpus, which 
was assigned Case No. 910900425HC. At a hearing held January 29, 
1991, my writ was denied. That day I filed a notice of appeal. An 
Amended Notice of Appeal was filed March 1, 1991. 
ARGUMENT 
This appeal is predicated upon the presumption that it is 
well within Appellant's constitutional right to due process and 
equal protection of the law to demand the State of California 
produce proof of personal jurisdiction by condition of precedent 
record. (See U.S. v. Cash and Carry, 37 F.R.D. 564, 565 (1965). 
McNutt v. G.M.A.C, U.S. (1936). Owen v. Independence, MO, U.S. 
(1980). Wis, v. J.C.Penny Co., 311 U.S. (1940). Economy v. U.S., 
470 F.2d 582, 589 (1972).) And that it is the State of Utah's 
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responsibility to the appellant and to the laws of this nation to 
insure that such compliance is obeyed. 
The issue before this court, is not of innocence or guilt, 
but, rather who has the right and the responsibility to demand 
reparation for an alleged wrong, where the wrong in question deals 
entirely with personal property misappropriation without threat to 
the legal owner of said property. And the presentation of proof of 
such rights and responsibility, upon demand, to satisfy the court 
that the person, persons or agency seeking such reparation is 
entitled to do so. (See Andrews v. Charleston Stone Products, 
(1978) S.Ct. 2002). 
Judge Timothy R. Hanson erred in the January 29, 1991 
hearing on the appellant's petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus by not 
requiring the requesting State of California to produce proof of 
personal jurisdiction by conditions of precedent record as required 
by U.S. v. Cash and Carry, 37 FRD (1965). 
Judge Hanson compounded the error by ruling that the 
governor's warrant from the State of California and Utah, were by 
their existence alone sufficient proof of personal jurisdiction, 
when in fact, a governor's warrant is merely a claim of alleged 
violations and of venue over them and nothing more. (See 
Transcript, p. 65, lines 12 through 22) and to accept the governor's 
warrant as prima facia proof is contrary to McNutt v. G.M.A.C., U.S. 
(1936) which states that the mere assertion of good faith has 
essentially been abolished (State v. Broker, 714 P.2d Utah 1986). 
In addition, Judge Hanson's statement in lines 12 through 
14, page 66 seem to indicate that any question, including personal 
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jurisdiction, must be brought up in the State of California alone. 
This statement collides with Rule 12B2 of Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure, which states that jurisdiction can be raised at any time, 
and in a reasonable continuation, anywhere that the issue of 
jurisdiction is in question. (See U.S. v. Heath, 509 Fed 16 9th 
Cir. 1984). 
Also, the appellant's contention that the respective 
governor's warrants were in violation of Miranda and Morrisey (See 
lines 16-17 of Pg. 65 of Transcript) were never addressed by the 
Court or the defense. 
And in view of the fact that this was a direct attack on 
the validity of the governor's warrant, a key element of the State's 
defense, whose destruction would have altered the Court's 
jurisdiction. It is very reasonable to assume that the Appellant's 
claims should have been dealt with by the Court. 
And that failing to do so, could have constituted a grave 
inability of appellant to adequately present his case (See Morrisey 
v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 92 S.Ct 2593.33, Led 484 (1982) and Miranda 
decision U.S. Set. 
In conclusion, I respectfully request that the Utah State 
Supreme Court finds that Judge Hanson erred in his judgment for the 
defense at the Habeas Corpus hearing of January 29, 1991 and that 
said judgment be reversed by this Honorable Court and that the 
Appellant be afforded any and all relief to which this Court finds 
me to be entitled to. 
DATED this ^ ^ day of April, 1992. 
ROY E/BALDWIN 
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CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I, ROY E. BALDWIN, hereby certify that eight copies of the 
foregoing will be delivered to the Utah Supreme Court, Capitol 
Building, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114, and four copies to the 
Attorney General's Office, 236 State Capitol Building, Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84114, this ? x day of April, 1992. 
foct-jj 
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APPENDIX I 
AMENDMENT X, UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 
AMENDMENT V 
[Criminal actions — Provisions concerning — 
Due process of law and just compensation 
clauses.] 
No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or 
otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment 
or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising 
in the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in 
actual service in time of War or public danger, nor 
shall any person be subject for the same offence to be 
twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be com-
pelled in any criminal case to be a witness against 
himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, 
without due process of law; nor shall private property 
be taken for public use, without just compensation. 
AMENDMENT XIV, UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 
AMENDMENT XIV 
Section 
1. [Citizenship — Due process of law — Equal protec-
tion.] 
2. [Representatives — Power to reduce appointment] 
3. [Disqualification to hold office.] 
4. [Public debt not to be questioned — Debts of the 
Confederacy and claims not to be 
paid.] 
5. [Power to enforce amendment] 
Section 1. [Citizenship — Due process of law — 
Equal protection.] 
All persons born or naturalized in the United 
States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citi-
zens of the United States and of the State wherein 
they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law 
which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of 
citizens of the United States; nor shall any State de-
prive any person of life, liberty, or property, without 
due process of law; nor deny to any person within its 
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. 
